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IN36-1 Comments noted.
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IN37-1 Comment noted.

IN37-2 The use of subsidized federal power for this purpose was authorized by
Congress as part of the Colorado River Storage Project Act of 1956.  A
delivery system for the Colorado Ute Tribes’ water may not be needed in the
future; it may be a non-federal delivery system, or the river may be the delivery
system.  Reclamation is unclear as to where the "3% payback commitment for
farmers" was obtained from since there is no irrigation water in the Preferred
Alternative and therefore no irrigation repayment.  This comment may pertain
to the project plan in 1996.  The population projections, from the Colorado
Department of Local Affairs, are explained in the Dornbusch report contained
in the Technical Appendices of the FSEIS.  During the 1990's, the annual
population growth rate in La Plata County averaged 2.49 percent, about 2.5
times the national average of 1.01 percent over the same period.

IN37-3 Refer to General Comment No. 6 for a discussion of future water uses.
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IN37-4 Reclamation did not use McPhee Reservoir data to determine the recreation
visitation estimates for Ridges Basin Reservoir because of their dissimilar
characteristics.  The number of visitor use information for McPhee Reservoir was
originally supplied to Reclamation by the U.S. Forest Service and BLM.  It was
the best information available at the time of the study.  The origin of the visitor
use information mentioned is unknown to Reclamation.  In addition, the
information provided by the Forest Service is probably underestimated because it
is based primarily on overnight camping use estimates and not from day use
activity estimates.  Even though Ridges Basin Reservoir may compete for visitors
with the other reservoirs within the regional area, it is doubtful that overall
visitation at other areas will decrease. Visitation estimates for the proposed
Ridges Basin Reservoir are based on the many independent studies that show that
there is an increased demand for flat water recreation opportunities, both
nationwide and within the State of Colorado.  As detailed in Chapter 3 under
Project Area Reservoir Recreation, Reclamation used visitation estimates at
Ridgway Reservoir to help predict the visitation at the proposed Ridges Basin
Reservoir.  Because both reservoirs have similar attributes (see Table 3.11-2),
Reclamation felt that Ridges Basin Reservoir would have comparable visitation
use figures.
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IN37-5 Refer to General Comment No. 1 for a discussion of benefit-cost analysis for
the project.

IN37-6 Comment noted.

INDIVIDUALS IN37

Monique M Scobey
Page IN-74



INDIVIDUALS IN37

Monique M Scobey
Page IN -75



1

IN38-1 Reservoir sites located on Indian lands were evaluated in the 1996 FSFES, as
well as in the FSEIS. None were feasible for the current project purpose and
need, however some small terminal or reregulating reservoirs on Colorado Ute
Tribal reservations were considered as components of the non-binding future
water use scenarios. This FSEIS evaluated the potential for obtaining water from
the Dolores Project (Section 2.3.2).  The feasibility of obtaining water from 
surplus flows is contained in the evaluation of Refined Alternative 6 (Section
2.5.2).
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IN39-1 The fault is mentioned in a discussion of the Durango Pumping Plant geology,
in Volume 2, Attachment E. The structural geology for the proposed Durango
Pumping Plant and Ridges Basin Inlet Conduit is addressed in Section 3.8.3.
The fault is a normal fault with down-to-the-east displacement. No features
suggestive of late Quaternary displacement are visible along the fault. The fault
does not disrupt the surface of a younger terrace of the Animas River.

2

3
4
5
6

IN39-2 Through refinement of the project, Tables B and C have been revised in
Volume 2, Attachment E.  As stated on page E-40 "The allocation methodology
used is based on water storage provided to each benefitting entity in Ridges
Basin Reservoir." The top portion of both Tables B and C indicate the amount
the reservoir would supply and the percentage of the total project water
supplied by the reservoir to all entities.  (It should be noted a portion of the
project water supplied to some entities is supplied directly from the Animas
River and reservoir storage is not required.)  For the allocation in Table C, the
Colorado Ute Tribal supply was reduced by a total of 6,000 af and this 6,000 af
was reallocated to Colorado and the Animas La Plata Water Conservancy
District.  The Colorado Ute Tribal supply is entirely supplied from the reservoir
and only half of Colorado's and the Animas La Plata Water Conservancy
District's allocation is supplied from the reservoir (the remaining one-half is
supplied by direct diversions from the Animas River). This change in the
amounts supplied by the reservoir changes the percentage of the overall project
supply supplied by the reservoir to each entity. This percentage difference
changes the overall cost allocation. 

IN39-5 There have been substantial studies conducted on the proposed Ridges Basin
Dam site. This was addressed in the 1996 FSFES, Vol. II, page 912.  (The 1996
FSFES is incorporated by reference into the ALP Project FSEIS.)  Once Ridges
Basin Dam is  constructed, Reclamation policy requires that Standard Operating
Procedures (SOPs) be developed.  The SOPs are a set of instructions which
guides the damtender personnel to operate the dam in a safe and efficient
manner. Part of the SOPs will be the development of an Emergency Action
Plan. The Emergency Action Plan will be reviewed and updated on an annual
basis and emergency drills, such as dam failure, will be exercised every three
years with local, state and tribal governments to determine the capabilities and
needs of emergency responders. In addition, Ridges Basin Dam will be
equipped with modern instruments to monitor movements, reservoir levels and
seepage. The instruments will be read and results interpreted on a routine
schedule according to the SOPs, helping to give early indications of potential
problems. 

IN39-3 The measurement point for all project diversions will be at the point of
diversion.  The San Juan Water Commission water can be taken at several
locations, depending on the point of use. Diversion points exist on the Animas
and San Juan rivers presently. The hydrology modeling assumed diversion of
project water from the existing diversion points for Bloomfield and Farmington,
New Mexico.  Measurement would occur at those locations.  Section 3.2.2 of
the FSEIS has been modified to clarify this.

IN39-4 By definition, the difference between diversion and depletion is return flow. 
Return flows are shown in Figures 3.2-1 and 3.2-2 and are discussed in several
locations in Section 3.2.4.   For clarification, Section 3.2.2.has been modified.
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IN39-6 The design and construction functions of Reclamation with respect to the ALP
Project are subject to the provisions of the Indian Self Determination and
Education Assistance Act (P.L. 93-638). As required by law, preferences and
opportunities for training and employment in connection with the adminstration
of such contracts shall be given to Indian organizations and to Indian-owned
economic enterprises. P.L. 93-638 requires that all laborers  and mechanics
employed by contractors or subcontractors (excluding tribes and tribal
organizations) in construction of facilities in connection with contracts entered
into pursuant to the Indian Self Determination Act, shall be paid wages not less
than those prevailing on similar construction in the locality, as determined by
the Secretary of Labor in accordance with the Davis-Bacon Act. The FSEIS
construction cost estimates for project features are in accordance with the Davis-
Bacon Act.
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IN40-1 The FSEIS includes the recognition of downstream flows as benefits to
Alternatives 6 and 9.

IN40-2 The FSEIS includes the recognition of the benefits of Alternatives 6 and 9 on
the existing recreation.

IN40-3 The intent was to allow sufficient opportunities to fully consider the merits of
Alternative 9. Based on its own merits, the idea of opportunity costs was
rejected as not being able to resolve the water rights claims of the Colorado Ute
Tribes. 

IN40-4 There were significantly more components and options evaluated in Alternative
6 than any of the other alternatives. This alone increases the chances for either a
larger number of strengths or a larger number of weaknesses to be identified. 
The likelihood of opposition from the farming community is included as a
weakness because it has significant implications on the implementation of
Alternative 6. That is, the farmers must be willing to sell their land in order for
the alternative to be implemented. Initial contact with local irrigation companies
indicated this would represent significant obstacles. Impacts to interests of the
environmental community are important and are included in Table 2-10 through
Table 2-50 .

IN40-5 Water allocations to Indian and non-Indian entities is based on the Settlement
Act and are described in Chapter 1, Table 1-1.
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IN40-6 The overriding test of all alternatives was the ability to meet project purpose
and need.

IN40-7 The availability of water from Navajo is evaluated under Refined Alternative 6
in Chapter 2. The coordinated operation of streams and reservoirs, such as
Navajo, would eliminate some of the deficiencies of Alternative 6, but the
Alternative would still have a fatal flaw in that as originally conceived it does
not provide water to the Navajo Nation, the ALPWCD, or the SJWC. Refined
Alternative 6 was developed to keep portions of Alternative 6 from altogether
being rejected.

IN40-8 Table 1-1 provides a summary of the water rights under the 1986 Settlement
Agreement with the Colorado Ute Indian Tribes. The purpose of the ALP
Project is to bring final resolution to Colorado Ute Tribes' water right claims as
contained in the 1986 Settlement Agreement. The water rights under the Pine
River decree, dated 1930, is for the Southern Ute Tribe only and is in addition to
the water rights in the 1986 Settlement Agreement. It would be inappropriate to
commingle the water rights under these two different decrees. 

IN40-9 It was not considered appropriate to total the water rights in Table 1-6 since the
total was not used in any analysis in the FSEIS. In other tables in the FSEIS, an
important component of the evaluation was the water budget and, in particular,
the allowable depletions of 53,200 afy for the two Colorado Ute Tribes. (Note:
The total allowable depletion under the ALP Project is 57,100 afy). Therefore it
was important to total the water amounts for the purposes of keeping track of
the allowable depletions so that this number was not exceeded.

IN40-11 In many respects this has been accomplished. The best parts of Alternative 6
were taken and improved upon to develop a Refined Alternative 6. Alternatives
1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 7 and 8 all involved Ridges Basin Dam and Reservoir but with
different sizes and purposes. From this a Refined Alternative 4 was developed.
Alternative 9 was considered on its own merits, as was the No Action
Alternative.

IN40-10 Refer to General Comment No. 1 for a discussion of the need for a benefit-cost
analysis.

IN40-12 The comment is outside the scope of the FSEIS.

IN40-13 The comment is outside the scope of the FSEIS.  
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1 IN41-1 No dam is proposed on the Animas River.  Refer to General Comment No. 15
for more information on this topic.  Refer to General Comment No. 8 for
concerns regarding recreational impacts.
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IN42-1 Comments noted. 
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IN43-1 Refer to General Comment No. 7 for a discussion of the ALP Project’s effect
on rafting and kayaking.

IN43-2 Refer to General Comment No. 10 and Section 3.2.2.1.2 for a discussion of
Durango Pumping Plant operations.  Table 3.2-4 shows the range of impacts to
the Animas River at three locations and during extreme and average conditions. 
The daily flows are plotted in Figures 2-4 through 2-6 of Appendix 2.  Average
monthly flows projected for the full period of analysis appear in the model
output.
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IN43-3 Wetland impacts are discussed in Chapters 3 and 5.

IN43-4 Refer to General Comment No. 11 for a discussion of the project’s effects on
elk.

IN43-5 Refer to General Comment Nos. 1 and 2 for a discussion of issues associated
with benefit-cost analysis and project costs.
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IN44-1 The process of evaluating alternatives that would provide water to meet the
Settlement Act water rights requirements of the Colorado Ute Tribes has
involved extensive analysis of several structural and non-structural alternatives
in an attempt to identify the alternative which would be least environmentally
impactive. This analysis is included in Chapter 2 and 3 of the FSEIS. Some
possible future water uses by the Colorado Ute Tribes are included in Chapter
2, but these uses are non-binding on the Tribes. Any water uses developed in
the future would be subject to full environmental review at the time they are
proposed.
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IN45-1 Approximately 75% of the water is allocated to the Colorado Ute Tribes and

25% to the Navajo Nation, ALPWCD, and the SJWC, all for the purpose of
meeting M&I needs in the area.  This is a significant departure from the original
project.
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IN46-1 Comments noted.  Reclamation's evaluation did not find the Citizen’s Coalition
Alternative (Alternative 6 and Refined Alternative 6) to be environmentally
superior, nor did Reclamation conclude that it would provide a reliable water
supply to meet the Colorado Ute Tribes’ requirements under the Settlement
Act.
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IN47-1 Refer to General Comment No. 13.

1
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IN48-1 Comments noted.
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